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A RESEARCH STRATEGY FOR ANALYZING THE COLONIAL STATE IN AFRICA 
By Shaheen Mozaffar 
This paper presents a research strategy which can usefully be employed to 
advance the systematic analysis and understanding of the colonial state in Africa. The 
proposed research strategy is guided by the analytical concerns of comparative social 
science, especially those contained in the recent scholarship on the state and its role in 
society. These concerns are described in the first section of the paper. The research 
strategy also builds upon the paradigms and approaches to the state and state-society 
relations contained in the extant literature. These are critically reviewed in the next 
section of the paper. The substantive elements of the research strategy are then elucidated 
in the rest of the paper. 
Analytical Concerns 
The research strategy being proposed here is guided by the analytical concerns (i.e. 
issues of theory and methodology) of comparative social science. Over the past thirty 
years, the study of politics and society in Africa has been guided by two dominant 
paradigms the modernization-development paradigm and the dependency-
underdevelopment paradigm - each containing a variety of theoretical approaches, 
models and research programs, as well as implicit and explicit ideological orientations. 
Contentious debates have also occurred both within and across the two paradigms, leading 
often to very useful modifications and revisions in their constituent theoretical 
approaches and research emphases. 1 These developments, however, have occurred more by 
way of Kuhnian paradigm shifts (Kuhn, 1970; Ollawa, 1983) than by way of any systematic 
attempts at cumulative theory building. "Theoretical frameworks and analytical models 
have been conceived and proposed, superseding each other" (Sang-Mpam, 1986: 596), but 
these frameworks and models have not been systematically employed to generate 
explicitly delineated hypotheses whose comparative explanatory utility can be empirically 
replicated. 
The result has been somewhat of a paradox. On the one hand, the use of social 
scientific theories and methodologies has certainly contributed to the systematic analysis 
of African politics and society. On the other hand, because these theories and 
methodologies contain inherent conceptual and methodological problems and because 
they have been employed in a cavalier and uncritical fashion, they have failed to generate 
empirically testable hypotheses and advance theoretically meaningful understanding of 
1
For useful reviews, critiques, and some attempts at synthesis of these paradigms and approaches, see the following: 
Weiner and Huntington (1987); Wiarda (1985); Scarritt (1986); Sang-Mpam (1986); Randall and Theobald (1985); Staniland 
(1985); Riggott (1983); Ollawa (1983); Gendzier (1985); Chilcote (1981). The resurgence of scholarly interest in the state 
since about the mid-1970s could also be viewed as a ''paradigmatic reorientation" in comparative social science, as 
suggested by Skocpol (1985) and Krasner (1984). This resurgence has produced a burgeoning literature, which has inspired 
the research strategy proposed here. This literature is much too vast to be comprehensively cited here, but a select 
sample would include: Evans, Rueschemeyer and Skocpol (1985); Krasner (1984); Nordlinger (1981; 1987); Migdal (1985; 
1987); Benjamin and Elkin (1985); Kazancigil (1986); Alford and Friedland (1985); Jessop (1982); Carney (1984); Skocpol 
(1979); Tilly (1975); Callaghy (1984); Anderson (1986). 
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states and social processes in Africa. 2 What we have in extant scholarship, therefore, are 
disparate studies which usefully describe the particular features of African politics and 
society, but without cumulating them in terms of theoretically meaningful statements and 
empirically testable propositions. In this respect, my analytical objective is not so much to 
proceed along a new research agenda, as to develop a research strategy that meaningfully 
builds upon the extant scholarship to bridge the traditional gap between the idiographic 
concerns of African area studies and the nomothetic concerns of comparative social 
science. 
Recent scholarship on the state and state-society relations, in comparative social 
science generally and in the study of African politics and society specifically, provides a 
useful point of departure toward this objective. The modernization-development and the 
dependency-underdevelopment paradigms, largely concerned with "grand theorizing," 
tended to view politics as the combined outcome of macrosocial processes which were 
either internally generated or externally induced. In contradistinction, the analytic 
concerns of recent statist scholarship tend to emphasize the autonomy of institutional 
factors in social, economic and political processes, the need for historical specificity, and 
the search for middle-level theorizing (Kohli, 1986: 3).3 Particularly relevant for the 
proposed research strategy is the substantive emphasis in this scholarship on explaining 
the connection between state formation and the "emergent structural "and behavioral 
characteristics of the state on the one hand, and the patterns of social structural 
transformation on the other. Relevant also is the methodological emphasis in this 
scholarship on a mode of analysis that is (a) theoretically informed by explicitly 
delineated hypotheses about the connection between state formation and social 
transformation, (b) historically grounded whereby the varied empirical manifestations of 
this connection are traced over time, and (c) analytically inductive so that the analysis 
leads to the discovery and clarification of both the general patterns and the specific 
manifestations of the conceptualized connection between state formation and social 
transformation (Evans, Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985: 347-366). 
There are several ways in which the substantive and methodological issues raised 
in recent statist scholarship are relevant for the analysis of the colonial state in Africa. 
First, the postcolonial state in Africa is the direct successor of the colonial state. This 
commonplace assertion has not been systematically analyzed in Africanist scholarship. To 
be sure, numerous studies from a variety of disciplinary and theoretical perspectives have 
examined the connection between colonial rule and postcolonial developments. These 
studies have focused either on specific issues and geographic areas (e.g. Whitaker, 1970; 
Forrest, 1981; Liebenow, 1971) or on making evaluative judgments about the costs and 
benefits of colonial domination (e.g. Rodney, 1974; Gann and Duignan, 1968). For the most 
part, they have not theorized the postulated connection in an analytically systematic way. 
This is particularly true for the connection between the colonial state and its postcolonial 
2
For a methodological critique of the underdevelopment literature along these lines, with suggestions for 
improvements in the conceptualization and operationalization of the notions of underdevelopment and state-society 
relations in peripheral societies, see Sang-Mpam (1986). 
3
rdeologically, the recent statist scholarship also is not "consumed by the cold war passion of liberalism and 
Marxism" (Kohli, 1986: 3). The jury on this issue, however, must remain out Recent trends toward economic 
liberalization in Africa and toward economic liberalization and political democratization in Latin America may yet 
evoke such passions. For two recent texts on Africa framed by the modernization-development paradigm, see Tordoff 
(1984) and Liebenow (1986). 
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successor. For as Lonsdale (1981: 154) has argued, "otherwise than in myths, states do not 
have origins; they are formed." An adequate understanding of postcolonial states in 
Africa, therefore, requires a prior, analytically rigorous understanding of the historical 
conditions surrounding the formation of the colonial state, the structures and processes of 
that state, their impact on indigenous social structures, and how all of these factors 
together shaped the nature and role of postcolonial states. This is not a suggestion for a 
historically deterministic mode of analysis, but for a historically contingent research 
strategy which traces the secular unfolding of temporally specific configurations of the 
social, economic and political processes that animate the connection between state 
formation and social transformation. 4 
Second, from a comparative perspective, the experience of African societies with 
colonialism was a shared experience, but not necessarily a uniform one. In addition to the 
differences in the form and impact of British, French, Belgian, German and Portuguese 
colonial administrations, variations existed within the individual dependencies of each 
colonial power. While both the larger and the particular differences need to be explored 
empirically, their historical relevance is more usefully understood in the context of 
theoretically delineated hypotheses about states and state-society relations. Analytic 
induction, in this respect, is a particularly relevant mode of analysis in that it permits the 
examination of how larger historical processes manifest themselves in particular contexts. 
Finally, from the perspective of comparative history, the relationship between 
state formation and social transformation in Africa can usefully be compared with 
similar experiences in Asia, Latin America and even Western Europe. 5 While Tilly 
concluded that the particular combination of historical factors surrounding the formation 
of the modern state in Europe may not obtain elsewhere in space and time, he and his 
contributors were nevertheless sanguine about the potential spatio-temporal validity of 
"some general relationship among the ways of building state power, the forms and 
relationships between men and government, and the character of political institutions 
which emerge from the process of state-building" (Tilly, 1975: 81-82). More recently, 
Callaghy (1984) has perceptively compared the similarities in state formation in sixteenth-
century absolutist France and contemporary Zaire under Mobutu. Anderson (1986) has 
employed paired-comparison to trace how contrasting styles and impact of the French 
and Italian colonial administrations resulted in different patterns of state formation and 
social transformation in the otherwise similar cultures of Tunisia and Libya, respectively. 
And Lustick (1985) conversely, has shown how in the otherwise quite distinct geographical 
and cultural contexts of Algeria and Ireland, the presence of settlers thwarted the state-
building efforts of the French and British colonial rulers, respectively. Generally, all of 
these studies point to the utility of focusing on contextual variations and on tracing 
4
Two recent studies which do this admirably are Collier (1982) and Young (1984). Ruth Collier examines how the 
patterns of electoral politics introduced during the post-1945 decolonization shaped postcolonial regimes. To my 
knowledge, Crawford Young's study remains the only analytically systematic attempt to link the nature of the 
postcolonial African states to the structural and behavioral features of their colonial predecessors. As will become clear 
below, my research strategy has been greatly influenced by Professor Young's study. I am grateful to him for providing 
me with a copy of his unpublished manuscript and for permitting me to use it; I am, of course, responsible for the use I 
have made of it here. 
5
Young (1984: 26~32) offers a useful comparison of the colonial states in Africa, Asia, Latin America and the 
Middle East. Also see Tilly (1975) and the contributions by Godelier, Eisenstadt, Thapar, Zolberg, Mazrui and Kazancigil 
in Kazancigil (1986). 
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processes over time to highlight the specific and general manifestations of the theoretical 
connections between state formation and social transformation. Perhaps most 
significantly, such a comparative historical perspective is particularly useful in 
illuminating the crucial differences and similarities within the contemporary Third World 
in the nature of the state and its role in fostering industrialization. For example, 
incorporation into the world economy and the attendant growth in the role of the state in 
the domestic economy have led to successful industrialization in Asia and Latin America 
(Evans, 1979), but not in Africa. What accounts for this anomaly? Perhaps a comparative 
historical examination that traces the contextual variations of larger historical processes 
in terms of theoretically delineated relationships about state formation, the emerging 
nature of the state and its role in fostering economic development may provide a clue 
(North, 1979). 
Ideally, these analytical concerns may be operationalized in terms of two 
alternative research designs. A "similar systems" design can be employed to show how 
general processes work out in different ways in otherwise similar historical contexts (as, 
for example, in Anderson, 1985). Alternatively, a "different systems" design can be 
implemented to show how putatively general trajectories manifest themselves in similar 
ways in otherwise distinct historical contexts (as, for example, in Callaghy, 1984 and 
Lustick, 1985). In both "designs, contextual variables are closely incorporated into the 
explanation. Both research designs, however, require careful conceptualization and 
selection of cases, rigorous operationalization of variables with respect to the functional 
equivalents of empirical indicators in different contexts, and systematic collection, 
ordering and interpretation of data, not to speak of the considerable amount of time, 
effort and financial resources. Moreover, neither theoretical development nor data 
collection is sufficiently advanced to warrant the deployment of either research design in 
Africa at the present time. 
There exists, however, a third alternative which can be usefully employed - the 
case study-method. In this method, a single case, selected on a combination of theoretical 
and intrinsic criteria, is analyzed in terms of explicitly delineated hypotheses derived 
from extant scholarship. The method is also analytically inductive in that it permits in-
depth examination of historical processes, whereby both the general and specific 
manifestations of the theoretically informed arguments can be traced over time. The 
emphasis, therefore, is not simply on describing the configuration and evolution of 
historical events and processes, but more importantly, on analyzing and explaining how 
the observed configuration and evolution confirm, modify and/or generate theoretically 
meaningful statements that can be empirically replicated in space and time.6 
At the present time, therefore, given the conceptual and logistical problems 
involved in implementing the more comprehensive "similar systems" and "different 
systems" designs, a theoretically disciplined and historically configurative case-study 
method would seem to offer a more fruitful way to proceed in analyzing the relationship 
between the colonial state and social transformation in Africa. The proposed research 
strategy, which was developed for my in-progress study of the British colonial state in 
Nigeria, is offered as an initial step in this direction. 
6on the logic of these three alternative research designs, see Przeworski and Teune (1970); Skocpol and Somers 
(1980); Skocpol (1984); Lijphart (1971); Eckstein (1975); Verba (1967); Doggan and Pelassy (1984). 
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Prevailing Paradigms and Approaches 
Any attempt to arrive at an analytically systematic understanding of the colonial 
state in Africa immediately confronts two problems, one historical and the other 
conceptual. The historical problems center, first, on the fact that the colonial state in 
Africa was a distinct historical phenomenon with no empirical referents in African 
history prior to the European intrusion. As Lonsdale says, "most Africans did not live in 
states until colonial rule fastened Leviathan's yoke upon them. Indeed, the most 
distinctively African contribution to human history could be said to have been precisely 
the civilized art of living fairly peaceably not in states" (Lonsdale, 1981: 139, original 
emphasis). This is not to suggest that modes of political domination did not exist in 
precolonial Africa. But these were rooted in local conditions which varied widely across 
time and space (Lonsdale, 1981: 170-180).7 In this respect, colonial states were "revolutions in 
organization" in that they introduced quite novel ways of structuring social, economic and 
political relations. But they were revolutions which, even while transforming African 
societies along novel forms, remained haphazard in their genesis, incremental in their 
dynamics, uncertain of their purpose, and uneven in their impact. Colonial states "were 
not especially productive revolutions in government" (Lonsdale, 1980: 181). 
The-second historical problem centers on-the fact-that--the colonial states imposed 
on Africa were quite distinct from the modes of colonial domination imposed in Asia, the 
Middle East and the Americas during the first, mercantilist, phase of European 
imperialism. The earlier forms of colonial domination were imposed without any 
conceptual and organizational guidelines from Europe, because these guidelines were 
themselves in the process of being elaborated in contemporary Europe. By the time the 
process of colonial domination of Africa began in the late nineteenth century, these 
guidelines had become fully institutionalized and contemporary European states had 
acquired their modern structural and behavioral characteristics (Young, 1984; 1982: 75). 
The third and final historical problem therefore centers on the fact that, while 
emanating from the fully-developed modern state system in late nineteenth-century 
Western Europe as part of the globalization of that system, the colonial state imposed on 
Africa embodied only select, often highly truncated features of their historical 
progenitor. 8 In particular, the conceptual underpinnings of African colonial states in 
international jurisprudence were derived from the sovereignty of the respective 
metropolitan powers (Wight, 1977). Furthermore, the state-limiting doctrines of 
constitutionalism, civil liberties and liberalism, which had effectively curbed the arbitrary 
exercise of state power in Europe, were selectively excluded from the ideological baggage 
invoked to rationalize colonial hegemony in Africa. And excluded also was the idea of 
the nation, the "sacred corollary of the state which had acquired explosive force in 
Europe" (Young, 1982: 75). 
Colonial states in Africa, thus, derived their historical distinctiveness from the fact 
that they were quite novel forms of organizing social relations in the context of African 
7
0n precolonial African polities, see Evans-Pritchard (1946); July (1975); Schapera (1956); Mair (1962); Vansina 
(1968); Goody (1971); Potholm (1979: 3-33); 
8
0n the formation and emergence of the modern state system in Western Europe, see Tilly (1975); Seton-Watson 
(1977); Poggi (1978); Lubasz (1964); Badie and Birnbaum (1983). On the globalization of this system, see Wallerstein (1974); 
Meyer and Hannan (1979). On the special characteristics of the colonial state in Africa, see Young (1984: 14-26); Wight 
(1977). 
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history and that they were conceptually and organizationally different from earlier modes 
of colonial domination as well as from the contemporary European states from which 
they ensued. They were, in essence, alien hegemonic artifacts, selectively transplanted in a 
radically different social, economic and political environment, but with which they had, 
of necessity, to establish and sustain an array of often conflicting linkages in a 
multiplicity of complex ways. Their impact was at once marginal and deep-seated. At 
times, they barely penetrated the surface of African social relations. Often, they 
reinforced these relations. At other times, they transformed these relations in 
fundamental ways with far-reaching consequences. 
The conceptual problem, then, centers on the fact that the historical 
distinctiveness of the colonial state described above is not fully captured in extant 
conceptualizations, primarily because these conceptualizations are derived from the 
historical experience of Western European states. The two major conceptualizations 
which have shaped the discussion of the colonial state so far are derived from two 
ostensibly opposing theoretical approaches, but whose common intellectual roots remain 
embedded in the traditions and history of post-Renaissance Europe: the liberal-pluralist 
approach and the Marxist, or, more accurately, the neo-Marxist, approach.9 In the former, 
the state is conceptualized as a political marketplace through which are exchanged and 
processed the competing demands and interests of equally situated atomistic individuals 
and groups in society (Laski, 1919; Truman, 1952; Dahl, 1956; Nicholls, 1975). In the latter, 
the state is conceptualized as an agent of class rule which, more generally, emerges, exists 
and functions in a "relatively autonomous" fashion to mediate inter- and intra-class 
conflict and thereby preserve the underlying dominant mode of production (Miliband, 
1977; Poulantzas, 1974; Gold, Lo and Wright, 1972). Common to both conceptualizations is 
the view that state and society are, in essence, internally cohesive units of action whose 
relationship is characterized by coherence and consistency, either rooted in contract and 
consensus (liberal-pluralism) or enforced through coercion and conflict (Marxism). 
Thus, while sharing an essentially common view of the state and state-society 
relations, the two dominant theoretical approaches emphasize different aspects of the 
state, its role in society, the structure of society, and the pattern of state-society relations. 
In the liberal-pluralist approach, the state is the aggregated organizational reflection of 
society's cultural values, its role is to ensure the normative cohesion of society, the society 
is composed of differentiated countervailing groups whose potentially debilitating 
competition is restrained by consensual norms, and state-society relations are structured 
around a reciprocal quid pro quo between the rights and obligations of multiple societal 
groups and the authority and legitimacy of the state. In the Marxist approach, the state is 
a distinctive organization of domination linked to a particular mode of production, its 
role in society is ultimately to preserve that mode of production, society is composed of 
classes whose inherent conflicts are based on their structural positions in the mode of 
production, and state-society relations are organized around the contradiction between 
9
For the view that these two approaches are conceptually and methodologically opposed, see Chilcote (1981: 100-
126). On their common intellectual and historical roots, see Hyden (1980: 237-262). 
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accumulation and class struggle. 10 These differences in research emphases are embodied in 
the competing perspectives of the two dominant paradigms which have shaped discussions 
of the state in Africa generally, and of the colonial state in particular: the autonomist 
perspective of the modernization-development paradigm and the instrumental perspective 
of the dependency-underdevelopment paradigm (Lonsdale, 1981; Riggott, 1983). 
The autonomist perspective is based on the idea that power is autonomous and 
that politics matters. This idealist and voluntarist view of human agency was epitomized 
by the colonial officials themselves (for example, Lugard, 1965).11 It is a view which also 
underlines much of the conventional historiography of European colonialism in Africa. 12 
The autonomist perspective, however, contains inherent limitations which posed practical 
problems for the colonial officials on the ground, and which has contributed to the 
atheoretical empiricism of conventional historiography at the level of analysis. 
On the ground, the practical problems confronted by colonial officials in Africa 
involved how to reconcile the essentially apolitical view of the state and the political 
consequences of state action. In the autonomist perspective, embodying the 
conceptualization of the liberal-pluralist approach, the state is a neutral arena of cohesion 
through which competing interests and values in a changing political culture are 
reconciled. Yet, this apolitical notion of the state directly conflicts with the practical 
implications of the autonomist perspective's related assumption that political action itself 
can transform political culture and create new values and interests. 
As mentioned earlier, the state-limiting doctrines of liberal-pluralism were 
selectively excluded from the ideology of the colonial state in Africa. In their place, were 
substituted the notions of trusteeship, good government and mise en valeur, notions which 
in many ways reflected the atavistic aristocratic values of prerevolutionary, precapitalist 
absolutist Europe (Berman, 1974; Callaghy, 1984: 147-148; Young, 1984). The colonial state, 
then, was there to harmonize the different interests and values engendered by the 
modernization of traditional African societies. This view, however, fundamentally ignored 
the very real possibility of both deliberate and contingent interest creation and value 
formation by the action of the state itself. The theoretical separation of administration 
and politics, the sine qua non of the liberal-pluralist state, could not be functionally 
sustained in the radically different socioeconomic conditions of Africa. Thus, colonial 
officials characteristically defined the colonial state in apolitical terms, even as they, 
contradictorily, continued to organize and structure new and existing values, interests and 
social relations under administrative tutelage (Coleman, 1960; Whitaker, 1971; Liebenow, 
lOThis broad sketch of the different emphases in the two theoretical approaches admittedly ignores the many 
nuanced differences within each. The purpose here, however, is not to examine these important differences, but to 
highlight the broad contours of the two approaches, especially as they have shaped the discussion of the colonial state in 
Africa. For a useful attempt to focus on the internal differences in the two approaches and to link them to the 
differences in a third, the managerial, approach and to derive a synthetic approach to the state and state-society 
relations, see Alford and Friedland (1985). 
11 Analyses of postcolonial African states which embody this view are Cartwright (1981) and Jackson and Rosberg 
(1982). 
12 A select sample of this historiography which I have found useful for this paper includes: Gann and Duignan 
(1969); Gifford and Louis (1967, 1971, 1982); Robinson and Gallagher (1961); Heussler (1968); Constantine (1984); Lee 
(1967); Pearce (1982); Hargreaves (1963, 1974, 1985); Crowder (1968); Kanya-Forstner (1969); Flint (1960); Dike (1956); 
Anene (1966); Ayandele (1966); Adeleye (1971); Atanda (1973); Afigbo (1972); Asiwaju (1976); Igbafe (1979); Tamuno 
(1972); Adewoye (1977); Carland (1985); Bull (1963); Nicholson (1969); Okonjo (1974); McCarthy (1982); and White (1981). 
8 
1971). Such contradictions became more vividly evident after 1940, when the metropolitan 
powers undertook a course of planned development and, after 1945, sought to organize the 
transfer of power (Lee, 1967; Constantine, 1984; Pearce, 1982; Gifford and Louis, 1982; 
Gordon, 1986). 
At the level of analysis, the internal contradictions of the autonomist perspective 
are reflected in the analytical weakness of conventional historiographies. These studies 
describe in minute details the complex ways in which the perceptions and actions of 
metropolitan and colonial officials combined with the shifting, and often conflicting, 
historical pressures emanating from both Europe and Africa to shape the origin, nature 
and dynamics of colonial rule. Yet, they offer no explanation of why the identified 
decisions and events, and not others, were the critical and relevant ones. Nor do they 
provide any criteria for weighing the relative individual and combined explanatory 
significance of these decisions and events. 
More relevant for the present paper is the heavily empiricist mode of analysis in 
these studies, which fails to incorporate the otherwise useful chronological reconstructions 
into an explicitly systematic theoretical framework that could facilitate the analysis of 
the colonial state in relation to the varying social and material conditions of African 
societies. On the one hand, this failure is linked to a mode of historical investigation that 
has become typical of a "nationalist historiography," which embodies the··concern of 
African nationalist elites to reconstruct and reinterpret the past in terms of their own 
self-definition of the present and to "decolonize" African history (Crummey and Stewart, 
1981: 16; Lovejoy, 1986; Alagoa, 1986; Peel, 1983: 11-15; Markovitz, 1977: 26-55: Freund, 1984: 1-
15). On the other hand, and more substantively, the empiricist historiography tends to 
accept the social and material conditions of African societies as undifferentiated entities 
responding to alien domination with varying degrees of success to preserve their social, 
cultural and political integrity. Political and cultural changes are catalogued, but their 
sources and outcomes are not analytically linked to the other constituent spheres of 
human existence. Most significantly, the teleology inherent in this mode of analysis leads 
to a critical failure to theorize the colonial state itself. The colonial state, in other words, 
is viewed in terms of its functional imperatives in a changing society. That the state itself 
could be driven by its own structural imperatives, shaping cultural values, economic 
change and social conflict in significant ways is neither considered nor analyzed. 
The instrumental perspective associated with the dependency-underdevelopment 
paradigm is derived from the Marxist approach. However, I should stress with Riggott 
(1983: 46-47) that much of the dependency-underdevelopment scholarship, while employing 
such Marxist categories as class, surplus, dependency, imperialism and mode of production, 
would resist a strictly Marxist nomenclature. Over the past decade, the dependency 
scholarship pioneered by Andre Gunder-Frank (1967), has been successfully challenged by 
scholarship characterized by a more self-conscious attempt to operationalize orthodox 
Marxist notions in the varied contexts of contemporary peripheral societies (e.g. Warren, 
1980; Kay, 1975; Kitching, 1980). This neo-Marxist scholarship, which builds upon the larger 
theoretical debates within mainstream Marxist scholarship (e.g. Miliband, 1977; Poulantzas; 
Offe, 1984; Wright, 1978; Therborn, 1978; Block, 1977; for review and synthesis, see Jessop, 
1981; and Carnoy, 1982), offers a more nuanced and sophisticated conceptualization of the 
state and state-society relations than the classical dependency and Marxist studies. 
Nevertheless, as I will show below, the view of the state and state-society relations 
contained in this scholarship remains intellectually framed by the instrumental 
perspective. The following discussion, therefore, will focus on the dependency and neo-
9 
Marxist variants of the instrumental perspective. Also, since the central arguments of the 
two variants are well-known, my discussion will focus specifically on the extent to which 
their theoretical formulations offer a useful way to understand the colonial state in 
Africa. 
The dependency variant of the instrumental perspective has been applied to the 
colonial state in Africa with varying degrees of ideological vituperations, conceptual 
precision and methodological rigor (Rodney, 1974; Amin, 1972; Howard, 1978; Brett, 1973; 
Wolff, 1974). However, such application has not led to particularly convincing 
explanations about the formation and dynamics of the colonial state. The problem stems 
from the logical inadequacies of the instrumental perspective - specifically, its highly 
deterministic view that the colonial state in Africa was uniformly fashioned by a 
preconceived imperial project associated with the global expansion of the European 
capitalist economy. As the instrument of the metropolitan bourgeoisie, the colonial state 
sought to structure local production, labor and commerce in ways that would yield 
increasing benefits to the metropolitan economies. As these economies faced various 
historical crises (e.g the Depression in the late nineteenth century, World War I and the 
ensuing reconstruction, the Depression of the 1930s, and the exigencies of World War II), 
each crisis led to more intensified penetration of capital in Africa. The central thrust of 
the colonial state's action, therefore, was the steady and relentless capitalization of 
precapitalist modes of production. 
What the dependency variant of the instrumental perspective offers is a 
simplistically functional view of the colonial state. Its sanguine view of capital's ability to 
reproduce itself in the periphery, and particularly the notion that the colonial state 
possessed the institutional wherewithal to direct this inevitable historical process, ignores 
the political distortions and uncertainties that accompanied the penetration of capital in 
Africa and that rendered it an incomplete and haphazard process that unfolded in 
multiple, contradictory and unpredictable ways (Cooper, 1981: 8-13). More important for the 
present paper is the highly deterministic conception of the colonial state that is presented. 
The structures and processes of the colonial state are seen to be determined by the 
exigencies of the global economy, and particularly as these exigencies affected the 
interests of the metropolitan bourgeoisie. The internal structures and processes of African 
societies retain no autonomy (Hopkins, 1973). Nor, more significantly, is the colonial state 
conceptualized and analyzed in its own terms. In this respect, the autonomist perspective 
of the modernization-development paradigm and the instrumental perspective of the 
dependency-underdevelopment paradigm appear to be diametrically opposed, but are, in 
essence, structurally similar. They are, as Gordon (1986: 6) has aptly phrased it, 
diametrically opposed "as a mirror is to its object." 
The neo-Marxist variant of the instrumental perspective derives its basic 
arguments from the structuralism of Althusser (1971), as refined by Poulantzas (1974), 
Miliband (1977) and others. The central thesis of the neo-Marxist arguments turns on the 
notion of the "relative autonomy" of the state. In contrast to the cruder instrumentalist 
version of orthodox Marxism, which suggests that the ruling class manipulates the state in 
its own interests, the notion of the relative autonomy of the state suggests that the state 
exists apart from the general and specific interests of the dominant class and its various 
factions. Nevertheless, while the state in this respect has an autonomous existence from 
class interests per se, its actions are firmly rooted in the structural requirements of the 
dominant mode of production. The state, in other words, functions to reproduce the 
10 
dominant mode of production, even if in the short-run it has to take actions against the 
interests of the dominant class. 
Application of the neo-Marxist structuralism to the colonial state in Africa poses 
both historical and conceptual problems. Historically, the discussion and debate 
concerning the structuralist theory of the state have taken place in the context of 
Western capitalist economies featuring well-developed class structures. The political 
economies of colonial Africa bear little resemblance to modern capitalist social 
formations. Indeed, as Jack Wayne (1981) has suggested, the colonial state in Africa was 
not relatively autonomous, it was totally autonomous. Conceptually, the problem with neo-
Marxist structuralism centers on the fact that the structure and process of the state are 
derived from the dominant mode of production. The state, in other words, exists to 
reproduce the overall social order to fulfill the functional requirements of the economy. 
This is not only a more nuanced version of crude Marxist instrumentalism, but a 
perspective which, like the liberal-pluralist and dependency perspectives, is functionalist 
and tautological. Most critically, all three approaches fail to recognize the state 
theoretically and analyze it in terms of its own imperatives. 
To summarize: historically, the prevailing paradigms and approaches do not 
adequately capture this historical distinctiveness of the colonial state in Africa because 
their conceptualizations are derived from the historical experience of Western European 
states; while analytically, they do not advance a systematic understanding of the colonial 
state because their conceptualizations suffer from inherent logical weaknesses. The logical 
weaknesses of extant conceptualizations are of particular concern here. Specifically, these 
weaknesses exist because they conflate four units of social action which need to 
conceptually separated: state, society, economy, and the global environment. For example, 
in the liberal-pluralist approach, the analytical emphasis is on the normative parameters 
of political action as defined by the consensual norms and cultural values of society, from 
which the reflexive nature and the integrative role of the state are then derived. In the 
neo-Marxist approach, the analytical emphasis is on the political dynamics engendered by 
the tension between accumulation and class struggle, from which the hegemonic nature 
and mediating role of the state are then derived. In the dependency approach, the 
analytical emphasis is on the political and economic requirements of a relentlessly 
expanding world capitalist system, from which the reactive and hegemonic nature and the 
mediating role of the state in peripheral societies are then derived. In all three 
approaches, the state itself remains untheorized in its own terms. 
Recent developments in comparative social science generally, and in Africanist 
scholarship specifically, offer possible solutions to the intellectual conundrum posed by 
the analytical limitations of extant paradigms and approaches. Intellectually, these 
developments represent a sharp departure from the ahistorical empiricism of structural-
functionalism and the atheoretical historicism of conventional historiography, and involve 
valuable attempts to combine Weberian political sociology with Marxian political 
economy. Conceptually, they stimulate thinking about politics, economy and society as 
distinct spheres around which human existence is organized. That is, the internal 
configurations and dynamics of each sphere are neither reducible to nor deducible from 
those of the other. Methodologically, therefore, the task of research is to delineate 
empirically the complex and varied combinations of the three spheres across space and 
time. These developments have several important implications for the research strategy 
being proposed. 
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First, the state must be theoretically disengaged from and analyzed independently 
of the exigencies of a modernizing society, the process of incorporation into the global 
economy, and the functional requisites of a given mode of production. Second, analysis 
must focus directly on the state as an organization of domination driven by its own 
structural and functional imperatives. Third, both what historical conditions gave rise to 
the state and how the state reproduces itself through time must be elucidated. Fourth, the 
performance of the state must be examined in terms of how the political and functional 
tensions within the state as an organization affect its autonomy and capacity. Fifth, 
attention must be given to how the state shapes, and is recursively shaped by, the 
conceptually distinct structures and functions of the society and the economy. Finally, 
these implications stress the need to be sensitive to broad historical trajectories and their 
spatio-temporal variations, to continuity and change, to structural patterns and functional 
specificity, to human voluntarism and the uncertainty of human agency, to the 
productivity and counterproductivity politics, to the intended and unintended 
consequences of organizational structures and behavior - i.e, to the inherently 
contradictory nature, role and impact of all states. 13 
Against the backdrop of these larger intellectual and analytical considerations, the 
rest of the paper describes and elucidates three major elements that constitute the 
proposed research strategy: (a) a conceptualization of the state in terms of its internal 
structures and processes; (b) the historical dynamics of state formation; and (c) the 
historical dynamics of social transformation. 
Elements of a Research Strategy 
Conceptualizing the Colonial State 
In the epistemology of positivist social science, a concept is deemed only as good 
as its ability to advance theoretically meaningful and empirically relevant propositions. 
As an analytical construct, its explanatory utility and operational properties must be 
verified through systematic empirical investigation (Sartori, 1984: 18-85; Doggan and 
Pelassy, 1984: 20-37). The proposed conceptualization of the colonial state is offered here in 
the belief that it meets these demanding criteria of positivist social science. 
Recent works in comparative social science and Africanist scholarship have 
elaborated conceptualizations of the state in its own terms (Alford and Friedland, 1985; 
Evans, Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985; Skocpol, 1979; Benjamin and Duvall, 1985; 
Nordlinger, 1981, 1987; Krasner, 1984; Block, 1977; Young, 1984; Callaghy, 1984). In this 
conceptualization, the state is viewed as a structure in society that is both an 
organizational abstraction and an organizational presence. As an organizational 
abstraction, the state is the set of broad organizing principles which defines and 
constitutes the enduring and continuous pattern of rule and governance and which links 
and structures the many and diverse institutions of rule and governance into a coherent 
whole and totality. At their most abstract level, especially with respect to the canons of 
13
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international jurisprudence which have underpinned the modern international system 
since the Treaty of Westphalia, these organizing principles are embodied in the notions of 
sovereignty, territoriality and nationality. These notions together constitute the "reasons 
of the state" - the raison d'etat - which exist in the minds of men (Young, 1984).14 At a 
more operational level, the organizing principles of the state are embodied in the overall 
institutional-legal order, which both defines the broad parameters of and specifies the 
mechanisms for handling conflict, ruling society and governing social relations (Benjamin 
and Duvall, 1985: 25-26). More specifically, the state as institutional-legal order is 
operationalized by three organizing principles: the definition of rights, especially property 
rights; the distinction between the public and the private domains; and the management 
of the tensions between notions of freedom, order, equality and justice (Benjamin and 
Duvall, 1985; Aronson and Ordeshook, 1985; Umbeck, 1981). 
As an organizational presence, the state is the overall network of institutional 
arrangements composed of the many and diverse agencies which individually and 
collectively make public decisions. As an organizational presence, then, the state is the 
administrative apparatus which animates its organizing principles. Specifically, the state as 
administrative apparatus is operationalized by three structuring principles: the functional 
orientation of the state apparatus, involving both the degree of penetration of society 
(scope) and the ·extent of social and economic activities (domain) performed by state 
agencies; the social and technical resources of state agencies, involving the social 
composition of public officials and the available technology controlled by them; and the 
constraints on the activities of state agencies, as circumscribed by their patterned 
interaction with each other and by the overall institutional-legal order (Benjamin and 
Duvall, 1985). 
Attention is directed here not simply to the structured position occupied by 
individual agencies in the administrative apparatus of the state, but more importantly, to 
their patterned relationships which emerge out of the ways in which each agency 
performs its assigned task. This attention is important because it is precisely the 
structured inter-agency relationship which animates the organizing principles of the state 
and gives the state its overall organizational coherence - i.e., its wholeness and totality. In 
other words, operationally the state as organizing principles can only be understood by 
examining the regularized flows of information and communication through the 
administrative apparatus of the state. The guiding analytical rationale here is: to the 
extent that the structured interaction between state agencies is consistent and predictable, 
the wholeness or totality of the state will be coherent. 
The relationship between the state as organizing principles and the state as 
administrative apparatus constitutes both the structural parameters which defines state 
action and the recursive process through which the state produces and reproduces itself. 
This relationship, in other words, is simultaneously the medium and the outcome of state 
action. The analytical question here is: To what extent the state's organizing principles 
constrain/facilitate the expected individual and collective behavior of state agencies 
comprising the state's administrative apparatus, and, recursively, to what extent the 
14
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ensuing behavior of the administrative apparatus diminishes/enhances the overall 
coherence of the organizing principles? This question emphasizes the internal variability 
of state structures and processes. 15 This variability is linked to, and may be conceptualized 
in terms of, the management of the tension between two contradictory structural 
imperatives of the state: certainty ( or centralization) and flexibility ( or fragmentation). 
This inherent tension in the structure of the state can usefully be operationalized by 
examining two sets of variables: (a) the relationship between the hierarchically structured 
units of the state; and (b) the organizational principles which animate this relationship. 
In organizational terms, there are three hierarchically structured units of the state, 
each located at a different level of the administrative apparatus and each operating 
according to different criteria of rationality: the Institutional level, the Managerial level, 
and the Technical level (Thompson, 1967; Callaghy, 1984). The Institutional level consists 
of the top ruling groups and decision-makers, who set the goals of the state as a coherent 
organization, prescribe the means for realizing these goals, and establish the standards for 
evaluating inter- and intra-level relations as well as the success/failure in achieving the 
organizational goals. David Gordon (1986: 22-25) calls these general guidelines the 
"political strategy" of the state's highest authorities. Political strategy, in this respect, is the 
specification of the guidelines for operationalizing the organizing principles of the state. 
The operative rationalitrof the Institutional level is a dominant concern with ensuring 
the overall coherence (i.e. the wholeness or totality) of the state as an organizational 
abstraction in society. 
The Managerial level consists of the middle-level administrators who mediate 
between the general directives of the state's highest authorities and the functional 
requirements of the technical level personnel. The operative rationality at the Managerial 
level is the proper alignment of the general directives with the available technology and 
resources of the state. The Technical level is the functional core of the state where the 
political strategy is actually translated into practice. In the vocabulary of organization 
theory, technical level personnel are the field administrators or prefects (Berman, 1974). 
The operative rationality at this level involves finding the most cost-effective - i.e. the 
feasible and not the optimum - way to implement the substantive content of state 
policies. For this reason, it is at the Technical level of the state's administrative apparatus 
that the possibility is greatly enhanced that the coherence of the state's organizing 
principles will be undermined. This possibility exists because it is precisely at the 
Technical level that the contingencies and constraints engendered by the task 
environment - i.e. the social and economic context - in which the state is embedded and 
with which it necessarily interacts will directly impinge on the capacity of state personnel 
to manage the state' contradictory internal structural imperatives. Critically, it is also at 
this level that state personnel are confronted with the dilemma of managing the state's 
two, equally contradictory, external structural imperatives: accumulation and control. I 
will elaborate on these below. 
The relationship between the Institutional, Managerial and Technical components 
of the state's administrative apparatus is coordinated and animated by three strategic 
principles: Centralization, Decentralization, and Deconcentration. Centralization involves 
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the concentration of all discretionary powers over both the formulation and 
implementation of political strategy at the top level. Decentralization involves the 
delegation of these powers to the bottom level. Deconcentration involves retaining 
discretion over the formulation of political strategy at the top and delegating the 
responsibility of specific policies to the bottom (Graham, 1980). 
Analytically, the guiding rationale for focusing on these strategies of inter-level 
coordination is that they are key procedural variables involved in balancing 
organizational certainty and operational flexibility, the twin contradictory internal 
structural imperatives of the state. The degree to which these imperatives are successfully 
managed will determine the degree of coherence of the state as administrative apparatus 
and the state as organizing principles. 
The internal variability of the state involving the tension between structural 
certainty and processual flexibility has its counterpart in the variable relationship of the 
state with the wider social and economic context in which it remains embedded. In the 
vocabulary of organization theory, this context constitutes the task environment of the 
state. The interaction of the state with its task environment can usefully be 
operationalized in terms of the two contradictory external structural imperatives of the 
state: accumulation and control. The management of the tensions between these two 
imperatives provides the animating principles of state-society relations. 
Accumulation is necessary because the state needs revenue to finance its 
activities. 16 State action is, therefore, geared to creating and maintaining the systemic 
conditions which would facilitate the process of accumulation. Yet accumulation as a 
social process generates its own contradictions, specifically, a complex variety of 
socioeconomic relations revolving around conflicting norms, values and interests. The 
patterns of change associated with the accumulation process engender uncertainty and 
disrupt the stable flow of revenues to the state, confronting state personnel with the other 
side of the structuralist dilemma, the imperative of control. Control, however, can be 
exercised in several ways. The most clear-cut method is outright coercion, and states have 
traditionally possessed a comparative advantage in violence (North, 1979). Yet sustained 
use of violence is counterproductive, if only because social groups will devise alternative 
ways to circumvent the state (Hirschman, 1970). Control, therefore, is most productively 
exercised when it is grounded in a quid pro quo between state personnel and social and 
economic elites in the task environment. This quid pro quo is rationalized, on the one 
hand, by employing the prevailing cultural norms and values in society to ensure 
compliance. On the other hand, the rationalization involves trading a set of services 
between state and other organizational elites, usually protection and justice for revenue 
and compliance (North, 1979). Accumulation and control thus become the recursive 
processes which both structure and animate state-society relations. 
A key analytical issue which arises in examining state-society relations along the 
lines described above is how to conceptualize the social and economic environment in 
which the state is inevitably embedded. It was mentioned above that conventional 
approaches in extant scholarship usually tend to conflate society, economy and polity by 
focusing only one of these three spheres of human activity and then theorizing the 
spheres from that perspective (Alford and Friedland, 1985). More recent scholarship 
suggests, however, that each sphere must be conceptualized in its own terms and their 
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variable and recursive relationships across time and space must be empirically examined. 
Following this suggestion, the social and economic context (the task environment) of the 
state may usefully be conceptualized in terms of two distinct sets of variables: social 
structures and economic structures. Social structures embody two interactive patterns: a 
pattern of social stratification around which wealth, power and influence - the 
circulating media of politics - are distributed, usually, though not inevitably, in an 
asymmetrical manner; and a pattern of cultural symbols, norms and values which 
cumulate into a more or less logically coherent ideological orientation serving to define 
the normative parameters of social relations and legitimize the existing pattern of 
stratification and distribution of valued resources in society. Economic structures refer to 
the patterns of production, distribution and consumption of material wealth and resources 
in society. They embody the ways in which a society organizes and utilizes the available 
factors of production in terms of a specific type and level of technology. 17 
Methodologically, this conceptualization of the task environment of the state 
usefully incorporates variables from political sociology and political economy into the 
analysis. Theoretically, it engenders four interrelated issues which need to be 
systematically explored: (a) the ways in which state personnel rely on the prevailing 
stratification and underlying cultural patterns and organize economic activities to manage 
the state's external structural imperatives of accumulation and control; and (b) the ways in 
which such reliance and organization are linked to the management of the state's internal 
structural imperatives; (c) the ways in which the management of these imperatives impact 
on the transformation of the social and economic structures; and (d) the ways in which 
the management of both sets of imperatives impact on the overall coherence of the state. 
Exploring these theoretical issues is, of course, complicated by the reality that 
there exists a close and integral relationship between a society's stratification system, 
cultural patterns and economic structures. Exploring the relationship of these combined 
variables to the attempts of state elites to manage the internal and structural imperatives 
of the state, therefore, requires attention to the patterns of structural differentiation in 
the task environment. Because these patterns will vary across time and space, state-society 
relations will be correspondingly varied; hence the need for comparative historical 
analysis and analytical induction. For example, in a task environment in which the 
economy exhibits a high degree of functional differentiation and structural 
interdependence and society is characterized by ambiguous class structures, state-society 
relations will involve a wide variety of quid pro quo linkages based on material and 
symbolic resources, on societal emphasis on "quality of life" issues, and heavy state 
intervention on the "consumption" side. This pattern is evident in the social corporatist 
regimes of the advanced-industrialized countries of Western Europe, Japan and North 
America (Schmitter and Lehmbruch, 1979; Lehmbruch and Schmitter, 1982; Grant, 1985; 
Benjamin and Duvall, 1985). In a task environment in which the economy exhibits a low 
degree of functional differentiation and a high degree of structural disarticulation, and 
the society is characterized by unambiguous class structures in which conventional 
capitalist and precapitalist classes are socially pervasive, state-society relations will be 
based on a limited range of quid pro quo linkages with select class categories, on state 
provision of "pure public goods" and on heavy state intervention on the "production" side. 
This pattern is evident in the authoritarian state corporatist regimes in the contemporary 
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newly-industrializing countries of the Third World (Evans, 1979; Stepan, 1978; Malloy, 1977; 
Im, 1987; Benjamin and Duvall, 1985). 
The task environment confronted by the colonial state in Africa, however, was 
markedly different from the two examples just described. Specifically, the social and 
economic structures of colonial Africa were characterized by very low degrees of 
structural differentiation. This is not to argue that African societies at the time of the 
imposition of the colonial state were static or that they did not feature various forms and 
combinations of social cleavages. There is now a large number of studies which show that 
precolonial African societies were characterized by vertical and horizontal divisions 
whose structures and processes varied widely over time and space, and that in the late 
nineteenth century many of these societies were in considerable flux (e.g., Crummey and 
Stewart, 1981; Illiffe, 1983; Last, 1976; Hopkins, 1973). The relevant point here is that, 
compared to the patterns of social structural differentiation in late nineteenth-century 
Europe, whence the colonial state ensued, the social and economic structures in Africa 
were considerably less differentiated. It was precisely this comparative difference which, 
in part, gave the colonial state its historical distinctiveness. For colonial officials, this 
difference posed the crucial dilemma of how to institutionalize their alien state in the 
indigenous socioeconomic environment of contemporary Africa. For social scientists, the 
key analytical conundrum is to explain the ways in and the extent to which the colonial 
state, conceptually and organizationally rooted in European historical experience, 
established coherent linkages with the fundamentally different social and economic 
structures in contemporary Africa. 
This analytical conundrum can usefully be addressed by employing the notion of 
"syncretic articulation," the "combined and uneven development of both capitalist and 
precapitalist economy" (Lonsdale, 1981: 184). The strategy of syncretic articulation as a 
mechanism for linking the colonial state to African socioeconomic structures, however, 
did not evolve automatically as a result of African response and initiative to the 
imposition of European domination. Nor did it stem uniformly from the integration of 
Africa into the global economy and its penetration by European capital. Both factors 
were relevant in varying degrees. More immediately, however, the strategy of syncretic 
articulation embodied a rational and pragmatic response by colonial officials to the 
dilemma of coping with the twin and contradictory internal and external structural 
imperatives of the colonial state (Gordon, 1986: 15). 
In their attempts to establish colonial hegemony in Africa, colonial rulers faced 
the dilemma of how to impose an organization of domination shaped by the capitalist 
social formation of Western Europe upon the precapitalist social formations of Africa. 
The organizational domination of the colonial state was imposed, for the most part, by 
armed conquest. Yet colonial domination, while ultimately backed by coercion ( or the 
threat of it) was extended and maintained by a bureaucratic administrative apparatus that 
was laid over a multiplicity of preexisting authority structures. Many of these preexisting 
authority structures were incorporated, without being totally integrated, into the colonial 
state's overall administrative framework. They were deployed to facilitate opportunities 
for exploitation and to mediate the superior coercive force of the colonial state. In the 
process, the colonial state distorted these traditional authority patterns and attendant 
social relations without totally eliminating them. The colonial state, in effect, became a 
"container state" into which were incorporated, often selectively, quite heterogeneous 
polities and social groups whose configurations and relationships were affected in 
complex and uneven ways by colonial policies (Lonsdale and Berman, 1979; Callaghy, 
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1984). The internal and external structural imperatives of the colonial state provided the 
main impetus behind the construction of this distinctive political formation, which 
Callaghy (1984: 11-12) has described as an "early modern state." An early modern state, 
according to Callaghy, is an intermediate typological category which refers to states that 
are neither persisting traditional ones nor truly modern authoritarian ones. It encompasses 
analytically specific characteristics, not necessarily historically or chronological ones, 
much less implicitly evolutionary ones. 
Central to the hegemonic impulse of the colonial state, like all states, was the 
revenue imperative (Ardant, 1975; Braun, 1975; Bates, 1981: 12-19; Young, 1984). For the 
colonial state in Africa, the revenue imperative was an immediate and crucial concern 
because of the financial conservatism of metropolitan treasuries (Burton, 1966). The 
British Treasury's refrain that a "colony must pay its own way" was echoed elsewhere in 
Europe. Thus left to their own devices, the "men on the spot" were confronted with the 
dilemma of generating state revenues and building the social and economic 
infrastructures needed by European capital, while preserving the existing authority 
structures to facilitate extraction and accumulation, to moderate the ensuing destabilizing 
consequences, and to mediate the superior coercive force of the colonial state. Colonial 
officials, caught between the revenue needs of the state and its other organizational 
imperatives, characteristically and pragmatically responded with the strategy of syncretic 
articulation. The political economy ensuing from this strategy was fraught with inherent 
contradictions, rendering the colonial state simultaneously an instrument of class 
formation and class suppression, a register of class cohesion and class conflict, and an 
apparatus of political inclusion and political exclusion (Lonsdale and Berman, 1979; 
Berman, 1980, 1984). 
Specifically, the pattern of syncretic articulation varied according to the types of 
precolonial authority structures and related opportunities for exploitation. Colonial state 
intervention in the economy was considerably greater and more intense in areas with 
large settler population and significant European capital (as in Eastern, Central and 
Southern Africa) than in areas where African commercial and trading activities were 
developed or in the early stages of formation (as in the coastal regions and the immediate 
hinterlands of West Africa). Variations in the pattern of syncretic articulation was 
nowhere more clearly manifested than, for example, in Nigeria. Here, the British colonial 
authorities confronted three profoundly different indigenous social, economic and 
political configurations. The imposition of British hegemony in the face of these 
differences characteristically entailed a pragmatic combination of diplomacy in 
Yorubaland, collaboration in Hausaland, and outright coercion in Iboland (Tamuno, 1972). 
Characteristically also, the extension and consolidation of British suzerainty over Nigeria 
occurred incrementally, piecemeal and in successive stages, entailing attempts to balance 
the various organizational imperatives of the colonial state. 
To cite a well-known example, Indirect Rule as a strategy of syncretic articulation 
was employed as a pragmatic response to the dilemma of coping with the external 
structural imperatives of accumulation and control. This dilemma was sharply 
accentuated in Northern Nigeria by the lack of sufficient funds (the accumulation 
imperative) and of adequate personnel (the control imperative). But the administrative 
structures introduced to implement the strategy also served to undermine the successful 
management of the internal structural imperatives of the colonial state. The Native 
Authorities and the Native Treasuries - the two major administrative instruments of 
Indirect Rule - were used by the Northern British officials and the Hausa-Fulani rulers 
18 
to forge a political alliance and an independent power base, which they successfully 
deployed to thwart the repeated efforts of the central authorities in Lagos to integrate the 
disparate regional bureaucracies into a coherent administrative apparatus. The conflict 
between the regional colonial officials allied with local rulers and the central authorities 
produced two opposing conceptions of the organizing principles of the colonial state: 
Crown Colony Rule through executive and legislative councils and Indirect Rule through 
Native Authorities. While such pragmatism, in the short-run, was successful in securing 
British colonial hegemony at minimum cost, it produced, in the long-run, a "fatal dualism" 
(Coleman, 1960). This "fatal dualism" was accentuated during decolonization (Gordon, 1986). 
First, while retaining the authoritarian bureaucratic structures of the colonial state, the 
departing colonial powers, as part of the independence bargain, hurriedly introduced a 
fully legal-rational state apparatus rooted in democratic procedures of entrepreneurial 
politics. Hence, the organizing principles and the administrative apparatus of the 
successor postcolonial states in Africa were profoundly at odds with each other. Secondly, 
the colonial state also fostered an indigenous ruling class whose structural roots were 
embedded not in the underlying socioeconomic foundations of African societies, but in 
the relations of political power centered around the bureaucratic procedures of the 
colonial state. After independence, the successor African elites were confronted with the 
choice between institutionalizing the new democratic structures and procedures which 
they had successfully employed in the nationalist struggle, but to whose intrinsic values 
they had no ideological commitment, and retaining the bureaucratic administrative 
apparatus of the inherited state which had fostered them and which, in their own eyes, 
were more readily compatible with the imperative of political and class consolidation 
(Sklar, 1979; Southall, 1974). 
Historical Dynamics: State Formation 
The nature and role of the colonial state in Africa were shaped by the ways in 
which the tensions in the internal structural imperatives between certainty and flexibility 
were managed, by the ways in which the tensions in the external structural imperatives 
between accumulation and control were managed, and by the ways in which the 
management of these two sets of structural imperatives impacted on the overall coherence 
of state's organizing principles and administrative apparatus. However, conceptualizing 
the colonial state by specifying its internal structures and processes and by clarifying its 
relationship with the wider social and economic environment in which it was embedded, 
while necessary, is only the first step toward an analytically systematic understanding. 
The next step is to elucidate the historical dynamics of state formation, which entails 
delineating the historical conditions - both global and local - which gave rise to the 
colonial state and tracing the actual secular processes through which the state evolved 
and acquired its distinctive structural and behavioral characteristics. The theoretical 
concern here is to understand how the broader historical trajectories associated with 
colonial state formation manifested themselves in different ways across Africa and within 
individual colonies. Methodologically, this concern can be explored by tracing the 
temporal unfolding of the empirical configuration of theoretical categories and their 
conceptualized relationships. 
The historical dynamics of colonial state formation may usefully be 
conceptualized in terms of three interrelated variables: (a) the pattern of historical 
development; (b) the pattern of conflicting historical pressures emanating from both 
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Europe and Africa and animating the pattern of historical development; and (c) the 
pattern of official response to these pressures. These three variables can be 
operationalized, respectively, by periodizing the pattern of historical development, by 
identifying particular episodes and events as indicators of historical pressures, and by 
examining the decision-making process in the colonial administrative apparatus and the 
ensuing policy outputs as measures of official response to these pressures. 
The pattern of historical development can be disaggregated into three analytically 
distinct but temporally continuous phases: Construction (1884-1914); Institutionalization 
(1914-45); and Decolonization (1945-60).18 Each phase can be analytically distinguished by 
particular episodes and events which constituted the historical pressures confronted by 
colonial officials and to which they had to respond with policy instruments. The specific 
manifestations of these historical pressures will have to be gleaned from extant 
historiography and will vary according to particular geographic area, substantive concern 
and analytical interest of individual research projects. The following list, which is derived 
from my in-progress study on the British colonial state in Nigeria, is offered as illustrative 
examples of the conflicting historical pressures faced by colonial officials in each phase 
of the secular development of the colonial state. 
During the Construction phase, colonial officials faced the following historical 
pressures: 
European economic and diplomatic rivalry engendered by a global 
recession and changes in the European state system in the late 
nineteenth century, 
the pattern of extension and resolution of this rivalry in Africa, 
the political conflict between metropolitan advocates and supporters of 
African occupation (a continuing concern throughout colonial rule, 
hence an important variable in subsequent phases as well), 
the previously limited (pre-1884) European presence in West Africa, 
and particularly its varied impact on local, politics, economy and 
society (with long-term consequences in subsequent phases), and 
the varying antagonistic and collaborative response of indigenous 
groups to the imposition and extension of colonial rule (also of 
significance in subsequent phases). 
During the Institutionalization phase, the historical pressures included: 
the exigencies of the First World War, 
the retrenchment caused by the Depression in the 1930s, 
the outbreak of the Second World War and the accompanying "second 
colonial occupation," and 
local responses to the ensuing intensification of exploitation. 
18This operationalization borrows from Young (1984). 
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During the Decolonization phase, the historical pressures were: 
the post-WWII transformation of the political, economic and 
ideological variables in the international system, 
the exigencies associated with the reconstruction of European 
economies, and 
the spread of nationalist movements across Asia and Africa, and their 
varied manifestations in individual African colonies. 
I want to stress that these three phases are distinguished here only as an analytical 
device to highlight the combinations of historical pressures and colonial response 
involved in shaping the development of the colonial state (I will describe below how to 
operationalize the pattern of decision-making involved in colonial policy responses). For 
example, in the Construction phase, because the Berlin Conference of 1884 mandated swift 
accomplishment of "effective occupation" and because the political pact between 
metropolitan supporters and opponents of African occupation required that each colony 
be self-financing, European domination had to be quickly secured by combining force, 
diplomacy and collaboration to neutralize local opposition and organize local commerce, 
production and labor in ways that would yield state revenues. In the Institutionalization 
phase, the administrative apparatus of the state was rationalized, deepened and 
professionalized, and, to assuage metropolitan sensibilities and the interests of a nascent 
indigenous urban elite, the organizing principles of the colonial state now embodied the 
new legitimating ideology of trusteeship, good government and development. In the 
Decolonization phase, the internal challenge of nationalism and the external changes in 
the global system forced colonial officials to arrange the transfer of power by hurriedly 
constructing state-society linkages that were precariously undergirded by grafting 
truncated European constitutional models onto the existing bureaucratic administrative 
apparatus and were nebulously legitimized by a new ideology of development and welfare 
(Young, 1984). 
More generally, and significantly, the theoretical argument here is that, while 
analytically distinct, the three phases constituted a continuous secular process in which 
the varying combination of conflicting historical pressures and usually pragmatic colonial 
response produced patterns of development and policies in one phase that effectively 
foreclosed options and shaped developments and policies in the next. The rationale here is 
to explore both cross-sectionally within each phase and longitudinally across the three 
phases how the pattern of ad hoc decision-making in response to changing historical 
pressures, on the one hand, and the incremental growth and development of the colonial 
state's contradictory structures and processes were inextricably intertwined and mutually 
reinforcing. To return to the example of Indirect Rule in Nigeria cited above, in the 
Construction phase the pragmatic response to insufficient funds and personnel created 
the administrative instruments - the Native Authorities and Native Treasuries - which 
local colonial officials and indigenous rulers used successfully to frustrate the central 
authorities' attempts to rationalize the state's administrative apparatus in the 
Institutionalization phase. And in the Decolonization phase, the ensuing contradictory 
development fostered the "unity through diversity" axiom of British decolonization policy, 
divided the nationalist movement along ethno-regional lines, and shaped the institutional 
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modifications associated with transfer of power whereby the postcolonial state inherited a 
weak central government and strong regional governments. 
The larger theoretical issue raised here about the relationship between the 
combination of historical pressures and colonial response, on the one hand, and the 
incremental pattern of state formation, on the other, can be analyzed more directly by 
focusing on the structures and processes of decision-making within the administrative 
apparatus of the colonial state. 19 In keeping with the vocabulary of organizational theory 
employed in the conceptualization of the colonial state, the pattern of colonial decision-
making may usefully be explored by juxtaposing two complementary models of decision-
making: the organizational-process model and the bureaucratic-polity model (Allison, 1971; 
Simon, 1954; March and Olsen, 1984; Lindblom, 1959). 
According to the organizational-process model, decision-making and policy outputs 
in the colonial state would seem to emerge from several recursively linked features of the 
colonial administrative apparatus: (a) operating on the basis of "bounded rationality," as 
opposed to "comprehensive rationality," colonial officials employed a cost-benefit calculus 
to divide complex issues into mutually independent parts, dealing separately with each; 20 
(b) in so factoring and dealing with complex problems, they chose the most readily 
available course of action rather than selecting the best possible alternative; (c) they 
searched for alternatives in a stable and sequential manner; selecting the first one which 
was satisfactory and not necessarily optimal; ( d) by thereby taking the path of least 
resistance, they sought to avoid uncertainty and emphasize short-run positive results; and 
(e) over the long-run, this incremental pattern of decision-making developed a repertoire 
of administrative actions and programs which defined the range of effective choice, but 
limited flexibility when new pressures arose. According to this model, the central thrust 
of colonial officials was toward the standardization, unification and integration of the 
state's structural arrangements and operational procedures for coping with its 
contradictory structural imperatives - i.e. toward ensuring the overall coherence of the 
state as organizing principles ( cf. McCarthy, 1982). 
As elaborated in the conceptualization of the state presented above, the overall 
coherence of the state's organizing principles depends on the recursive relationship of 
these principles to the regularized pattern of interaction between the various constituent 
units of the state's administrative apparatus. That is, these principles not only structure, 
but are themselves shaped by, the predictable operation of the administrative apparatus. 
One way to examine this relationship is through the bureaucratic-polity model. According 
to this model, the decision-making and policy outputs in the colonial state would emerge 
from the following interrelated factors: (a) the competition and bargaining between the 
different administrative units of the state (such as the perennial conflict between the 
Colonial Office and the Foreign Office, between the Colonial Office and the Treasury, 
between the Colonial Office and the Colonial Governor and his Secretariat, and between 
19
This method, of course, is the central mode of analysis in the conventional historiography cited in note 12 above. 
While lacking the analytical concerns of this paper, as noted in the text above, this literature contains excellent data for 
operationalizing the research strategy being proposed here. Two studies cited in note 12 which do, however, pursue a line 
of analysis closely paralleling my own are Carland (1985) and McCarthy (1982). 
20
"Comprehensive rationality" in decision-making refers to the selection of policy options after weighing all 
alternatives and their consequences. It assumes perfect information and goal maximizing behavior. "Bounded rationality" 
refers to the selection of policy options based on consideration of alternatives and their consequences constrained by 
human physical and psychological limits. It assumes imperfect information and "satisficing" behavior. 
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the colonial central government and the Regional Governors and District Officers); (b) 
the ways in which decision-makers in each unit defined problems and chose solutions to 
advance the short-run interests of that particular unit; and (c) the continuing attempts of 
each unit to expand and/or protect its autonomy and existing domain of responsibilities. 
The bureaucratic-polity model emphasizes decision-making in the colonial state as an 
internally conflictual process, and policy outputs as compromises between different 
operative rationalities of the state's constituent units rather than as optimal solutions 
derived by weighing all possible alternatives ( cf. Carland, 1985). 
The organizational-process and the bureaucratic-polity models of decision-making 
sharply accentuate the endogenous determinants of two key and contradictory processes 
that must be clarified in any analysis of the state: institutional stasis and institutional 
dynamics. Both processes are responses to pressures generated by changes in the 
immediate task environment and in the wider global environment of the state. 
Institutional dynamics refer to the process by which the state's administrative structures 
and operational procedures are adapted to changing environmental pressures. Short of a 
revolutionary upheaval and episodic crisis, institutional change takes place in the context 
of existing institutional structures and processes of the state. Once created, institutions 
tend to develop a life of their own. They embody "sunk costs," the unrecoverable capital 
stock invested when the institutions were first constructed and routinized over time by 
shared expectations and information which ensure certainty among institutional actors. 
New pressures engendered by the environment require new patterns of institutional 
responses and new norms and information. There is the additional problem of 
distinguishing transitory from enduring change. Hence, the pragmatic response is to rely 
on familiar patterns to cope with new pressures (Stinchcombe, 1968: 120-125; Krasner, 1984; 
March and Olsen, 1983, 1984). In Lonsdale's (1981: 141, 154) earthy metaphor: "Over time, an 
administrative chaos is laid down by the geology of tradition .... Successive pragmatic 
rules of power become norms, new layers of institutions to cope with new problems get 
written into the historical structure, partially rubbed out and written over again, so that 
all states are palimpsests of contradictions." 21 
The two decision-making models outlined here, of course, cannot be employed in 
the abstract. Their explanatory utility as analytic tools will be confirmed only when they 
are employed to analyze substantive policy responses of colonial officials. The selection 
of particular policies to be analyzed will, again, depend on the interests and concerns of 
individual researchers. In my current research on the British colonial state in Nigeria, I 
have collected data on the following policies: Indirect Rule; the creation of marketing 
boards, education; and the introduction of electoral politics. Data on policies related to 
local government, industrial development and agriculture are also being collected. While 
these policies are of intrinsic interest in their own right, I am focusing on them as 
illustrative instances of the larger theoretical issues about the nature, role and impact of 
the colonial state in Nigeria. In other words, I am interested in these policies for what 
they can tell us about the response of colonial officials to the various historical pressures 
they faced, about the colonial officials' capacities to manage the internal and external 
structural imperatives of the state in the context of these pressures, about the internal 
structures and processes of the colonial state, about the constraints and contingencies 
engendered by the social and economic environment of the state, and about the impact of 
21with apologies to Professor Lonsdale. 
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the state on this environment. 22 Preliminary analysis of the data I have collected reveals 
the following patterns: The formation of British colonial state in Nigeria was singularly 
incremental, ad hoc and uneven. This was so because the process was mediated by a 
combination of shifting historical pressures and attendant pragmatic British response that 
was governed by a heavily bureaucratic-administrative ethos and code of operations. 
Larger notions of empire influenced but did not determine the actions of British officials. 
Such notions became relevant only in the context of broad, often vague political, 
economic and strategic considerations, which simultaneously engendered immediate 
exigencies requiring caution and flexibility. Some of these exigencies were independently 
associated with local environment of the colonial state. The goals of empire and the goals 
of daily administration had to be balanced. In the process, the realization of the former 
was usually sacrificed by the uncertainty involved in attaining the latter. Officials in 
London were better placed, organizationally, than the men on the spot to view the larger 
picture. Within the colony, conflict within and across the various levels of the state's 
administrative apparatus generally served to undermine the broader objectives of the 
central authorities during local implementation of specific policies. For all colonial 
officials, however, bureaucratic pragmatism in the face of immediate exigencies remained 
the dominant guide in decision-making and policy responses. Such decision-making 
produced ambiguous policies which had both intended and, usually, unintended 
consequences. More generally, and significantly, such decision-making and policy 
measures not only reflected the influence of the contradictions between the colonial 
state's organizing principles and its administrative arrangements and procedures, but also 
served to reinforce and perpetuate these contradictions. 
Historical Dynamics: Social Transformation 
In this section, I wish briefly to clarify how the historical dynamics of social 
transformation (i.e, the process and pattern of change in the social, economic and political 
structures) must be analytically incorporated into an examination of the formation and 
of the emergent structures and processes of the colonial state in Africa. All social analysis 
necessarily entails the analysis of change. The implications of this seemingly trivial point, 
however, is not trivial. They have to do with the larger analytical concerns which 
underpin the research strategy being proposed here. More substantively, they involve 
fundamental questions about the changes in the nature and distribution of social control 
in society, about the impact of transnational forces and the mediating influence of state 
formation on those changes, and about the political forms and regime types associated 
with the changing patterns of social control. 
Until very recently, answers to these questions in Africanist scholarship have 
reflected the view that social, economic and political changes in Africa under colonial 
were the uniform outcomes of the diffusion of Western values and market forces. This 
view is found in explanations framed by the modernization-development and the 
dependency-underdevelopment paradigms. It also underlines the debate in Africanist 
historiography about the temporal scope and substantive impact of colonial rule. One 
school in this debate emphasizes colonialism as a brief "episode" in the vast expanse of 
African history and the changes engendered by colonial rule as being mediated by the 
2
2Por a useful study which pursues this mode of analysis by focusing on colonial agricultural policies in Nigeria, 
see Shenton (1987). See also Carland (1985) and McCarthy (1982). 
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continuity of African institutions (Ajayi, 1968, 1969). The other school emphasizes colonial 
rule as marking a decisive break from Africa's precolonial past, but differs on the nature 
of the changes that ensued. One version of this school interprets these changes in positive 
terms (Gann and Duignan, 1968), the other in negative terms (Rodney, 1974; Achebe, 
1962).23 Embodied implicitly and explicitly in these explanations is a teleological and 
evolutionary view of social transformation in colonial Africa. 24 By focusing on social 
transformation as a separate category of analysis, I do not wish to resurrect this 
appropriately discredited view of historical change. 
Rather, I wish to emphasize that social transformation associated with state 
formation in colonial Africa can more meaningfully be viewed as emerging out of the 
contextually defined, hence historically varied, conjunctions of social, economic and 
political factors. In this view, the substance and impact of change, important in their own 
right, are better understood by tracing the social, economic and political processes 
through which change takes place. Critical to this mode of analysis is the emphasis on the 
inherently recursive nature of the relationship between action and agency that stems 
from the characteristic "duality" of all structures. That is, social structures (the patterned 
distribution of rules and resources) are at once the media and the outcomes of social 
action. Social structures embody the systematic ways in which a society organizes its 
material and symbolic resources· as well as the rule by which those resources are 
distributed and activated to make things happen. As such, "social structures do not exist 
outside social action, but are chronically implicated in the production and reproduction of 
social action. Simultaneously, social action itself serves to perpetuate, legitimize and 
institutionalize the social structures" (Giddens, 1984: 25-28, 374; Wildavsky, 1987). 
The key fungible currency which animates the recursive relationship between 
structure and action is power, defined as the control over both the material and symbolic 
resources and the rules by which the resources are distributed to sanction 
(facilitate/constrain) the behavior of social actors. Changes in the distribution of power 
(here, used interchangeably with social control) may be generated by forces endogenous 
or exogenous to a society. These forces may bring about changes in one or more of the 
three constituent systems of a society - social, economic and political - but the actual 
process through which such changes will unfold and affect the distribution of power in 
that society will depend on the contingent interaction of all three systems. In the United 
States, for example, industrialization and the influx of immigrants, beginning about the 
1880s, progressively involved greater economic centralization, capital concentration and 
social heterogeneity. The corresponding political centralization, as would be predicted by 
functionalist logic, did not occur systematically, but involved a "patchwork" of 
institutional grafting o·nto an essentially decentralized polity. The result was the 
simultaneous but haphazard development of·a centralized economy, heterogenous society, 
and an administratively centralized but politically decentralized state (Skowronek, 1982; 
Huntington, 1981). Both France and Britain experienced incremental patterns of 
endogenously generated state formation, but the process was contingently shaped by the 
relationship between state centralization and the particular variations in the distribution 
23
For a useful review of this debate, see Davis (1973). 
24
rn many ways, this view also informs Freund's (1984) controversial attempt to ground African history in a 
materialist interpretation. For a more general critique of historical materialism for embodying this view of change, see 
Giddens (1981). 
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of social control in each. In France, the rise of royal absolutism and the accompanying 
destruction of the feudal aristocracy provided the context for the development of a 
centralized bureaucratic-administrative state (Badie and Bertrand, 1983). In Britain, state 
centralization involved the political participation and assimilation of local ruling classes, 
first land-based and then commerce-based, and the cultural-ideological domination of the 
working class to produce the bourgeois parliamentary state (Corrigan and Sayer, 1985). 
Elsewhere in Europe, notably Germany and Russia, state formation was 
exogenously induced by the threat of external invasion and the accompanying need to act 
more efficaciously in a threatening international environment. In these instances, the 
distribution of power around a feudal-military establishment conditioned the rise of the 
centralized state (Tilly, 1975; Grew, 1979). Outside Europe, exogenous factors related to the 
threat and impact of a Western-dominated international system provided the main 
impetus for state formation. But, again, the actual process depended on the locally varied 
configurations of social control. In Japan, Turkey, Egypt and Peru, the existence of a 
highly bureaucratized civilian and military establishment independent of the dominant 
classes shaped the historical pattern of state formation (Trimberger, 1978). In Tunisia, state 
formation involving the incorporation of local ruling groups was successful because the 
French colonial authorities preserved the Ottoman bureaucratic structures in the rural 
periphery. In the culturally and geographically contiguous Libya, on the other hand, 
destruction of these structures by Italian colonial rulers led to the failure of state 
formation (Anderson, 1986). 
From the perspective of comparative history, therefore, the formation of the 
colonial state in Africa is part of the global process of state formation dating back at 
least to the sixteenth century (Meyer and Hannan, 1979; Thompson and Meyer, 1984), and 
perhaps earlier (Strayer, 1970; Anderson, 1974). An adequate understanding of the various 
manifestations of this larger historical trajectory necessarily involves analysis of how it 
simultaneously affected and was affected by the attendant patterns of social 
transformation, operationalized as changes in the patterned distribution of power or 
social control. As haphazard revolutions in organization, colonial states profoundly 
transformed indigenous social structures and social relations by altering both the nature 
of the material and symbolic resources available to Africans and the rules of access to 
these resources. Indigenous social structures and social relations were defined and 
redefined by cash crops, wage labor, commerce and education, the new currencies of 
mobility and power. In some cases, the distribution of and access to these resources were 
mediated by existing patterns of differentiation, manifested notably in the "politics of 
collaboration" (Robinson, 1972). In others, attendant modes of incorporation themselves 
created new patterns of differentiation, as, for example, in the institution of "warrant 
chiefs" in southeastern Nigeria (Afigbo, 1972). In yet other cases, distribution and access 
took place through existing social institutions (Berry, 1986). Incorporation and 
differentiation became inextricably intertwined, such that the conventional notions of 
class and ethnicity, as mutually exclusive analytic categories, cannot penetrate the 
seamless web of social transformation accompanying the formation of the colonial state 
(Young, 1976, 1982). 
In a perceptive attempt to overcome the inherent analytical deficiencies of the 
mutually exclusive images of a weak state and a strong state portrayed in much of the 
comparative social science scholarship, Joel Migdal has recently suggested a "melange" 
model of state-society relations in the contemporary Third World (Migdal, 1985, 1987). In 
this model, "the state is seen as one organization among many, which singly or in tandem 
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offer individuals strategies of personal survival and, for some, strategies of upward 
mobility. Individual choice among strategies is based on the material incentives and 
coercion organizations can bring to bear and on the organizations' use of symbols and 
values concerning how social life should be ordered. These symbols and values either 
reinforce the forms of social control in the society or propose new forms of social life" 
(Migdal, 1985: 47). In further elaborating this model, Migdal suggests that the dilemma of 
securing and institutionalizing power which contemporary Third World state elites face 
vis-a-vis the pattern of social control exercised by local elites in the task environment of 
the state is critically linked to the problem of securing control which they face within the 
state administrative apparatus, especially with respect to ensuring a balance between the 
organizational coherence of the state and the operational flexibility and autonomy of 
technical level personnel (Migdal, 1987).25 
Migdal's model has a great deal of intuitive appeal, theoretical conviction and 
empirical relevance in understanding the pattern of state-society relations in 
contemporary Africa. I would only add that the reality it so accurately captures is 
historically rooted in the colonial experience of Africa. The research strategy proposed in 
this paper offers a way to show how and why this is so. 
25
For two applications of Migdal's model to postcolonial Africa, see Callaghy (1984) and Chazan (1983). 
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